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OPINION®

PER CURIAM

Omar Sierre Folk appeals from two orders of the District Court denying his post-
judgment motions. For the reasons that follow, we will summarily affirm the District
Court’s judgment.

In 2018, Folk brought a civil rights action in the District Court regarding his
medical care in prison. In 2021, the District Court dismissed his complaint. After Folk
appealed, we affirmed the District Court’s judgment, and Folk’s subsequent petition for a

writ of certiorari was denied. See Folk v. Bureau of Prisons, No. 21-1543, 2021 WL

3521143, at *1 (3d Cir. Aug. 11, 2021), cert. denied, 143 S. Ct. 133 (2022).

Folk then returned to the District Court. He filed a motion seeking reconsideration
of the denial of a prior motion he filed to amend his complaint, as well as a motion for
leave to file a certificate of merit regarding his claim of professional negligence. The
District Court denied both motions, noting that Folk’s appeal had concluded and that he

presented no argument to support reopening the case. Folk then filed another motion for

* This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to 1.0.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent.



leave to file a certificate of merit, which was denied. Folk has appealed both decisions.?
The District Court properly concluded that Folk’s motions did not present an

appropriate basis for reopening his case. See Budget Blinds, Inc. v. White, 536 F.3d 244,

255 (3d Cir. 2008); Max’s Seafood Café ex rel. Lou-Ann, Inc. v. Quinteros, 176 F.3d

669, 677 (3d Cir. 1999). Folk had an opportunity to make arguments about his
underlying factual allegations throughout District Court proceedings and on appeal, and
he has made arguments regarding filing a certificate of merit since early on in the District

Court litigation. Cf. Smith v. Evans, 853 F.2d 155, 158 (3d Cir. 1988) (explaining that

motions for reconsideration “may not be used as a substitute for appeal’), overruled on

other grounds by Lizardo v. United States, 619 F.3d 273, 276-77 (3d Cir. 2010).

Accordingly, we will summarily affirm the District Court’s orders.?

1 We have jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We may
summarily affirm a district court’s decision if an appeal fails to present a substantial
question. See Murray v. Bledsoe, 650 F.3d 246, 247 (3d Cir. 2011) (per curiam).

2 Folk’s pending motions are denied.
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